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ABSTRACT . ) ] . ~ \
This paper reporss a series of evénts that occurred
at Anderson College (South Carolina) as a result of conflict between
a college academic policy which allowed students to withdraw from a
course without penalty up until the 12th week of a 16 week sexester,
. and a regulation of the state approval agency for veterans education
which required that- veterans vithdrawing after mid-term be.given a
grade:of "F", Being™in a non-compliance situation with thé state
agency jeopardized the college's ability to offer approved p ograas
0 veterans. To change the policy would mean submission to fiternal o
.governmental intervention in the academic-affairs of the college, and
would have the effect of altering the policy for all students to
satisfy the needs of the 7% of the student body comprised of : ’
 veterans. Although the faculty traditionally ewercised control over
academic policy matters, time considerations necessitated a decision
by the college president. A study was .submitted to the president
- detailing student and faculty views on the matter of compliance, and
- econopic and publicwrelations cofsiderations. The president decided
that -the college should defend its policies froas governkental
intrusion,. and that any policy changes’ dictated by the state would
affect veterans only; non-veterans were not to be penalized by any
such policy’alterations. (JDS3) . .
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ABSTRACT . S - - J

The purpose of this study was-to determine the extent /
to which éxternal forces may require modification of inter-/

nar college decision-making procedures. In addltlon, it

- ‘s

,was the 1ntent of- this study to determlneglf the specific

w

issue of the possible loss of'regenue because of regula-

oL Yy s /
tions involving ‘weterans justified in the minds of faculty
and students the direct intervention of the presiéent o

. f
the college without following nozmal college decision-mﬁking

!
N . ! ' !
procedures. ' :

- '
i

Selected faculty members and veteran students were inter-

viewed in an attempt to determlne\attltudes ‘toward: alternatlve

solutions to the problem. An economic impact study was con-

-

ducted to determine the.degreeﬂto which the college is depen-

dent -upon revenue generateé from veteran students. -

,
»

It was determlned that the faculty members were generally

L3

favorable toward whatever presldentlal actlon might be 1n the

L)
. -

best interest of the college. The student veterans, on the
other hand, voiced strong opp031tion to any action by the
pre51dent that mlght result in a policy. that might be discrimi-

natory toward them. L o " : b .

%
-

It was further determined that even though the operatlng
budget of the college is not heav1ly dependent upon veteran !
enrollment, thege was a publlc reldtipns factor to be examined.

It was erected that, if the college were to lose its approvai
. . ~
for veterans training, the publlc would yiew this loss of
" 4

. ;’ | E;. . | .
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determinatien on the part of the governmental agency.

The recommendations arising from the study called for

an initial stahce of non-compliahce to test the degree of

further recommended ‘that the ¢ollege make whatever changes

might be necessary inn order to retain, K veterans education

<

—

It was

A

Thlékpotentlal negatlve pub11c1ty
created a strong demand that the college conform, 1f necessary,
to gove;nmental demands.

-

approval .as amr indicater of 1nferior'programm1ng and/or teaching
on the part of the.college.
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/INTRODUCTION - - . .

‘.-J. { - - - :
The trend to open admrss1 nS and enrollment, coupled with
liberal academic pollcles of-some,institutions of higher'learﬁing,

i
has led to abuse of , the program of educatlonal benefits prov1ded

1-1

by the Veterans Admlnhstratlon (hereafter referred to as va).

*

SN
One representatlve of the VA has estlmated $394 million to be a

conservatlve estlmate of the cumulative amount of uncollected
. P\

overpayments to student veterans and other ellglble rec1p1ent$

" (hereafter referred’to as veterans) The United States Code (1)

provides the legal ﬁramework for the VA program of educational -

assistance, .and this Code is implemented by scores of interpre-

_ tative regulatlons. Certaln regulatlons (2) have been- revised

to prov1de greater guidance to State approval agenc1es in s&t-

%

ting apptoval’ criteria with respect to school attendance, pro-

- . -

gress, and conduct° It is the respon51b111ty of the State .

v )
.

-
~*

approval agenc1es to 1nter9ret the rev1sed regulatlons and to .
/Qoe:

- o '

establish minimum standards-of progress for the'higher educa-

. .

- ~

tion commtinity. N . . . -

.
4

‘When the "Standards of Progress and Conduct® were set forth o

- ~

by the State approV1ng agency fog'veterans education in South

-

‘Carolina, Anderson College found 1tself'to be in noh-comglrance

with the standard~ Furthermore, the cdllege was unable to meet °

the requlred guidelines through the normal de01s1on—mak1ng pro-

' . ;9

cedures in time to meet the dead11ne set by the State agprov1ng

’

agency. It became necessary for the pres1dent of the college to

vvvvv

~

’ ‘ . . ) N

6 |

.
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decide whether or not to by;pass the normal decision-making
" procedures and establish an academic ‘policy by decree. The

purpose of this study, therefore, was{to determine the extent

!

to which external forces may require mpdifﬁwatfon‘of internal
n ~ . * s 't

college %gcision—making procedﬁres. Iﬂ addition, it was the

»

intent of this study to determine if a specific issue involving

-,

<

the possible loss of revenueé%b%cause\of regulations involving
PN . Ay
veterans justified in the minds of faculty and students the

direct intervention of the president without folleowing normal

college decision-making proecedures. -+
. ' »

L

This study, includes an inter&iew device that was designed
to. determine t%e probable reaction of the faculty to a presi-
dential decree on an academic policyl ?t‘also includes an

interview device that was designed to determine the reaction

of veteran students toward an academic policy that might be

discriminatory against them. A third part of the study was

an economié.impact study that was designéd ‘to determine the

economic impact ‘upon the ‘ingtitution of a potential loss of

veteran students in the event, of presiaential inaction and
subsequent‘adverse action by the, governmental agency.

The flndangs of the study were tabulated and presented
Vs H

to ‘the president of the college as resource materlals.

- ..

BACKGROUND AND' SIGNIFICANCE ’

1 / ‘ ' -
/
Andérson Collegells a prlvate liberal arts two- year college

with, an enrollment ofIlZOO students. Seven per cent ofhthe '

!

7




;\: - * : . ?
'students.enrolled at the college receive VA benefits. The

-

college- has a spotless record in its local administration,of

L]

Vk—related matters, and the administration of the collé@e was, -

alarmed to learn that changes in VA regulatlons took the

v

appearance of governmental intervention jin college académlc

.
.

po;lcy. -

-

Veterans Education (3) states that "the regulation$ are

not to bé interpreted as a d%rectlve from the VA to the school

M/»/
\

for a partlcular standard, but oply that approval for a course

requlres that the school ﬁgye a standard and that it enforce
> oL
it." 1In the same paragrapq, the artlcle states that "a student
Vd

w1thdraw1ng after mldterm would receive an. 'F' for the course

~

in the absence of extenuatlng c1rcumstances R
\ ! .

At-this point, in the view of the administration of the

college, ‘the VA regulations, represent a significant intrusion *

by a governmental agency into.the internal academic affairs of

; N s
the colleges. It is ‘at this point that Anderson College is not

in compliance with the minimum s;éndurds of progress set forth
' i ! LS ' o

by the State approval agendy. ‘@he'policy of the coilege is that
a student may withdraw from,a course Without academic penalty

through the end of the twelfth week of a sixteen-week semester.

There are no provisions of the law which would allow the
L3

VA to define for .a school what constltutgs satisfactory progress
for a student (4). The approval agenc1es'have establlshed a®,

broad interpretation of a statement found in the_abovementlonéd

nited States Code: aApproval of coursés by State approval




» - oy, !
agencies. shall be in accordance with the prcvisions of €hapters =»
) . : ' . ] . i T
34 and 35- and such other regulations and pelicies as the State -

.approyallagency may adopt." (5) The VA encourages this broad ;
interpfetation (6) even thouéh'thiévfs not in keepiné with the
.sp1r1t of the law whlch ‘limits the powers of the VA in this . +
matter. The Un1ted States Code specifies that “No depantment,
-agency, or officer of the United States, 1n_carry1ng out this

¢

chapter, shall exercise any supgrvision or control, whatsoever, ’

' A} - - ) » - - )
. over any State approving agency, or any educational institutiaon." .(7)

The administration of Andersbn College was faced with four

options, none of which seemed to be satisfactory. The first .
v : . .

-

option was to refuse to alter the academic policy of the college

on the mattér of the last day for withdrawal from a class without.

academic penalty. The probable outcome of.the exercise of this

.. { M & - 4 T
option was the loss of.approval for veterans education. Veterans -

.

would then be unable to receive VA benefits for study at the :

college., S ' ‘ .

» ’

) » - - ‘ -
The "second option was to change the policy, on°w1thdrawa1 v

_for all students of the college by mov1ng the last day for w1th-
. drawal w1thout penalty to the mlddle of the semester Th1s -

would work a potentlal hardsh1p on the 93% of the student body

-

who were not veterans in order to accommodate the needs of the

“minority. B . D Cet

The third option was to change ‘the pollcy on w1thdrawal

for veterans while leaving the'pollcy unchanged for’non-veterans.

A
This would create a situation in Whl@h veteran students would
experience academic d1scr1m1nati9p and* the,colle e,would stand

LS




.
v

' in a precarious p051tlon,1f a veteran should br1ng lawsu1t
against the college as alresult ‘of thls ‘stance.
The_fourth optlon ‘was to submit to the State approval P
agency a document of non—compliance and then wait to see what

would . happen. This-delaying tactic would give the administra-

o

tion of the college an opportunity to lEarn the degree of de- -
termination beld‘by the State approval agency. F}hie tactic
‘would also give the ddministration an oppOftunity to convey
its displeasure with the governmental intrusion in a more

meaningful way to both faculty and students.

The pfoblem had further significance to the'college in

terms of .its imolications'for governance. AdamS}‘gﬁ.'al., (8)

after extensive research on college decision-making systems,

were able to conclude only that "a good deal«more?hork needs

-

- to be done in studying current decision proce§ses'and information

systems in colieges. " Allen (9) points out that!"all forms of

- campus government fall somewhere along a cont1nuum from aﬁthorl-

v
i

tarianism to part1c1patory democracy. e ) /

/|

‘The decisjon-making process at Andé&son College'may be

" found -onf the abovémentioned [céntinuum to be closer to the
. . . 3

bureaucratic model than the participatory model, but there

—— —

are many areas of shgred*aﬁfhofl??i_ﬂfne college acknowledges
the scalar view of institutional organizatiqn as deflned by

‘Stroup (lO)lin which all'responsibility nogt rese;ved by the -
board of trustees neets in Eheory and_in'{act upon the pxesidenc.‘

As 'is true of most colleges (11) the president is the dominant’




3

2

figure on campus with”more power than any other person 12

group. Whenever a major de 1slon must be made he stands*

accountable for that decdsion whether 1t is made by hlm

personally or.by seme 1nd1v;dual or %;oup to whom authorlty C Y
has been delegated, . ’ ‘ '
.§;;{// In keeping with the Standards.of'Accredftation of the
- Southern Associatibn of Colleges and Schools'(lZ) mOSt decisions

L)

related top academic pblicy have:beenodelegated to the faculty

\\ i' of the college. Even though the collége hds not witnessed the

. . 5 .
e Y

A evolvement of a strong faculty bureaucracy'claiming the riéht

to control the totality of the 1nst1tutlon as Mas been the

L

case 1n many 1nst1tutlons (13), the faculty has nonetheless

l

become accustomed to the exerc1se_of control aver such matters
.

r

as curriculum and academlc pollcy. Members of the faculty gen-ﬁ

-

érally have felt that thlS area(should be féft to their control

. The personal qualltles of. the pre51dent have‘lnfluenced .

b

the types of declslons the faculty have made .on many occaslons,'

.‘_

,J
as mlght be expected (14), but lt is the academlc dean who 1is.
‘thé-man in the mlddle.‘ He 1is the one indiyidual:whb must bé ~

akfle to balance fatult . authority with administrative éfficiéncy.

L] ‘ll,a . -
eeth (lil“polnts out crueial role @layed by, the dean as

.
»

he {eads and lives this paradoxical role. Anderson Collebe Has
3 v'.'v\\, M . . .
been fortunate to have had good llnes of communrcatlon between

. " the dean and-the facultyﬂas/we&% as between the presldent and 4
“ f ' - o -- ' Loy '

S the facu ty. \ . . . - .

~

2

Mclénes (16) has publlshed a Statement of nghts for College

Administ tors. Thls statement lS a defense of the pre51dent of
N ) ,

[ N »
< b .
* ® v »

R .11' ‘ -
. . ' q .
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the college in his. glace pf responsibility as thﬁ-ultimate ce

[ '

“

decision—maker on the campus MaLhewﬁ(l7) has gbne a step 'ip'

farther in p01nt1ng out that "central to any workable Bill: ' o

- of rights should be a d1spers1on of the myth that admipistra— ) v

tors are responsible té the faculty. Leg=l re ponsibility
“and accountability flow directly downward from boards of

. L8t
?fustees to presidents~and on -to their chief administratrye F.
associatesl Obviously, faculty members should be consulted,

o LN [

\ should prov1de advice, &nd should be involved in the dec1s1on~

making apparatusa However,.responsibllity is another matter

i >

-

" and this flows through legally sanctioned channels oot

. . =)

The governing boarg/6f~the college shQuld not .be subgect o '

»

“to uhdue pressures<£:ﬂm state off1c1als or other outside T

-
R ~ N

groups, furthermore, -the governing board should protect the

administration from 51milar outside pressures (18). >

-

. » 5

~ The persons who were in the middle of this problem werey

<

of course, the students who were enrolled at the college. If

‘
» » L

a, de01s1on were.made\fﬁtcﬁange the w1thdrawal date for all’

A

students to mid-semester, them»all students would feel. them—

#
selves to be penalized If a decision were ‘made to change

- v

the-withdrawal'date fpr veterans only, then it is they who

o

would feel the fenalty. “'If a decision were made to leave

the policy unchanged, the Veterans wou{d conceivably find

xS 5. .,

. -

themselves unable to atténd Anderson College under the VA .8

' prog am, It was recognized that any decision must keep 1n~

mind the welfare of "the students who stand aﬂ rec1p1ents of ot
~ y l

benefits or penalties of academic polic1es - E; K ’ . .

p
et . . .

. g . Y - .
- 4 .
' ) \ t. : 12 ) )
' : v ., »
. . ) Co .
5 - .
> .
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PROCEDURES . X AN -

’ v . o
-e P « ~ g

The procedures followed }n'thls sthdy 1nvolved ;nte(vlews

-

w1th selected members~%f the facuity and selected veteran stu-

R

There was also an econdmic impact study to .

" dents. _rmgne

the—degree to'which'the_economy of the college was dependent

‘ . - . .
:upon revenué generated from the enrollment of veteranss

A3
The 1nterv1ews with faculty members represented an attempt

>

" to measure the1r attltudes toward the dec1slon-mak1ng process

Y

of the college.w1th respect to academic policy in this partl—

A PR

ular“sltuatlon (see interview questlons in Append;x I). The .

faqglty memberé'who were 1nterv1eWed were those who sit on the

ACademlc Coun01l of "the college. The reasons for selectlng

’\
these faculty*members)iather than selectlng a rardom sample

of the faculty were twofold. (a) they had already been made-

aware of the problem faced by the college w1th reference.to .

the VA Standards of Progress and therefore dld not requlre S

w, e — . -

lengthy explanatlons of the problem,,and,(b) the Academlc

¢
~ ”

Counc11 serves as a screenlng commlttee on matters of curri—
- ,

Most matters related’ to academac

» ¥

cutum and academic policy.

policy reach fhe faculty by way of thls group. , ,
The 1nterv1ews with veterans represented an attempt to
»
measure thelr awareness df and regctions to the VA Standards

, of Brogress, "and the ;mpllcatlons of this problem for them

. I3

~as’ studentg’of the‘college {see interview questions in Appen-

dix.II). . Ten veteran students were 1nterv1ewed Their selecf

tion was by chance encounter on: the campus over a perlod of

. ER .
.
13 )
. -
. e .
.
.

N .
S L




several days. ~These interviews took p}ace as the writer mtt

-

students whom né reéognized to be recipients of VA benefits. .

[3 . \]

. Interv1ews took place in. the canteen, the gynnasium; the hall

v

of a classroom bu1ldrng, in. the parking lot, and in the writer's
} . . . .
office. . » o ) : .

' The economic imﬁact study was an attempt to determine the-
* .
amount of revenue generated for the college from tuition, room,

3

&and board from véterans enrolled in the spring semester,.1976
AG J

-

&

This revenue was viewed w1th1n the context of the 1nst1tutlonal

operating bddget " The f1ndings then served:' as the basis for .

a’ pro;ectlon of revenues, to be collected or lost in the academic

year 1976-77, and the\lmpact upon the college budget was out-
.
lined. The pro;ectlon took into account a predloted drop,ln
. - )
- .
Veteran!énrollment after June, 1976, as a result of the expira-

r - ‘ ‘ .
tion of -benefits available for those veterans who were discharged
. .. 7/ . L
from service ten or morewyears ago, ’ o D
~ . 4

. The flndings of the three parts of the stud& were tabulated

and presented tQ the president of the college as resource materlal
"f‘ ]
& It was assumed that tHe faculty members and the veterans ?’ .
L3
. Who were interviewed were representatlve of their respective groups

»

and that the findings were similar to those that would have resulted

l

.

from ;nterv1ews w1th others from these groups. = e o

A limitation upon the selectlon of ‘'veterans who were inter-

-~

" viewed was that the wr1ter does not 1mmed1ately recognlze all

“ - -,

veteran students upon szght. ‘It, 1s estlmated that he would have *

- v
q ', . 1
: recognlzed 75% of the' lterans upon sight.

A ) o4 ‘ R s

» . e




- A second procedural limitat;on suffaced in.the economic

impact study when théQWriter, unable to study the institutional °

Budget (which is not readily available to level 3 administrators),

!

was forced to glean data from an interview with the business

administrator of -the college. It is assumed that the verbal

communication of data was effective and that the resulting

‘findings are accurate.

RESULTS

Seven of the eight faculty members who sit on the Academic .
Council were 1nterv1ewed (see Faculty Interv1ew Questzons in,

the Appendlx) Flve of the seven expressed no objectlon to . .
LI L[] . . * ‘
an admlnlstratlveichange'in academic polricy if suchjchange is - ¢

needed; two expressed mild objectioh; none exbressed strong

« ,/_'/(_ . o . .

-objection. : -

'fhreé of the seven.felt that the last date for Qithd}awal. . “

withbut—penalty should 5e moved to mid-semester for all student$

in order to brlng the college 1nto compllance with the Standards

of Progressfregulatlon, only two of the seven felt that‘the date:

.

should be left unchanged for non—veterans and moved to mld semes~-

ter for veterans. The remaining two felt that the date should be
left,unchanged'for all.students. They felt that the—college

. <y ) , 'Y N
should risk losing vkteran students if necessary in order to

o .

" retain institutional integrity. * | N . - o .

Four of the seven faculty members felt that their an§were

'were.representat;ve of the feelings, that would.Qe expressed by

. ’ . . . ° N . . )
the entire faculty upon their being informed of the new VA n
) . z .. * .

15

e




» ‘ ) ) . - a:l i

-
-

Standards of Progress. Three of the seven admitted that they .

£

dld{not expect to f1nd much agreement on the matter among ‘ -
] ¢ - -

? fagulty members. . ) L e

Ngne of, the ten veterans who were 1nterv1ewed (see Veterén

Interview Questeens in the Appendlx) were aware of the Standards

of Progress prior to the 1nterv1ew. There was 'a unanimous

- . N -
- . R s -

display of resentment on the part of the veterans when they

were told of the changes in the regulations.

None of the ten veterans were in favor of an academic policy

change that waild be,discriminatory toward them. Eight of the

ten felt that the administration should make the necessary pollcy ,
e .1 . “

change pr0v1ded ig covered all students. Two of the' ten felt that

)

..the college should run the risk of 1051ng apéroval‘for veterans

training by fighting the governmental'agency: R .

-

When asked where they woulqzattend college'next year 1f
*. Anderson College were to lose approval for veterans tra1n1ng,
.

" anly one of the ten said he would return to Anderson College.

L2

Six others d1d not know where they would go, if anywhere,

The economlc 1mﬁact study revealed that approxzmately 3. 2%

—

e
of the budgeged anticipated income from tu1tion, room, and

_oard for the 1976~77 fiscal year is anticipated from veteran

ot
. . " »

students.

R

DISCUSSION IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . -

ps

-~

The- faCulty interviews revealed no strong feelings for or .

against aﬂbadministrative decision on this particular area of.

; . " 7 - - . ! ~ @ ’
*academic policy under the given circumstances. , It follows that

. . ‘ @ . N -
» - .
"
' “ . -
.
.




-
N . .
. . . .

>

the facuity mould .probably accept without serious objection
whatever decision 'might ‘be made by the administration in; this

partlcular matter. Faculty reactions were therefofe cq%%;dered
.ﬁ“i
"to be a problem of minor consequence. . AR

-

On-the other hand,iﬁhe student interviews revealed sche »

exceptionally strong feelings on the part- of the veterans. . : .1~//
- 3 ,

While their strongest reaction was one of anger toward the .
¢ A
governnentai agency, the most relevant reactlon to the study

- A L

Y
-

was that of strong opposltlon to any change of policy that

would place the veteran 1n a less fauorable posltlon gca-

deéically ‘than the non-veteran. Student reactlon to aca-

demlc change was therefore,consldered to be potentlally'a )

.problem of significant consequenceu

’

L

- . . ’ B
The economic impact study revealed that the college is
minimally dependent upon revenue generated from veterans. ' .

. ' ) S .
The loss of such revenue would not be an economic disaster

‘v .

due to the. relatively small percentage of veterans in the ’

+ student body and due to the fact that many of the veterans
- /A |

are part-time students. S . . « -

_An;additional factor arose durrng the st;oy, name}y, the

. public relations fac;or.~*In_consrdering,the'implications to
the college 6f the-loss of approval for.veteréns training,-it'

was felt that public relatjons would be a sﬂgnificant factor. STy

\It was felt that the publlc would equate such: loss of approval

to program 1nfer10r1ty, and it would be dlffléult to commun1~

. 3

cate to the public the true reason for such loss of ~approval.
' “ . 7. ‘

‘. :
L

e




The following recommendation was submitted to t@e pre51—

y e
¢ N -

dent pf the college: - - “l
« - . L .
It is recommended that the college look with alarm upop

- - .’,

o governmental control of such internal matters of the colleée
) -
as.academic regulations and policy—making.'.It is recbgnizedi ¢

that there have been gross abuses of"VA benefits at some in-
’ - ‘ ¢ Uk

stitutions, but these are a small number of institutions. Tﬁe

. . . e
- - .

a < -
VA has chosen to censure the entire academic community for the

i
I

“abuses,perpetuated by a few. Anderson College has a sp0tleo,\re—

Q

cord in the administratron of VA benefits to student veterani? P
.

rar

‘o It,should'be noted that VA'benefits represent a form og

financial aid administered alongSide, but not through ¢hev

P

college. The ﬁ% could ea;!i justify ‘a set of standards

S
. be requined of veterans if these standards and the deCiSi
lated thereto were administered totall by°VA ori the bisis -
- . l
of repdrts (such as Qfade reports or transcripts) s ;ed !

Y

by the colleges. Dec151ons related to discontinuanceﬂbf VA //

¢ Dbenefits would then be made by the administrator of he bene-

fits and’ not by the educational institution. . ’
St
-, ‘ ) /

. The Standards of Progress regulations were dgveldped
> eves

~
A . - 3 1

. without input from the‘collegesxand universitiesL éovern- “.
* 4 . ‘e ‘e e,
pental agenCies S continue to turn a deaf ear toward the pleas

s . N ',

of the academic community for a voice in 'tl?i%fornmlation of ;
. ¥ v . .
“ regufations that, vitally concern the internal affairs of the

campus. i Lt ¢




It is recommended that Anderson College i it {ts proposed

standards of progress to the State approving,agency without sig-
) : ' / . >

' ' B . ' N
nificant change from presently established .academic policy. The \
/

~~
academic policies of Anderson College will probably.be £ound to
; .
/ ~ .
.\be acceptable in most areas -- hopefully all areas —-- except that

-

of the last date for withdrawal from

¢

course without academic

-

Vrenalty.

[

s ble way. If 1t is determined that .the college will lose its

, appréoval for veterans education unless it submits to governgental

Vo A . . 5 » .
o demands for academiq palicy, ¢ ange, it will then probably Hecome-

’

i ;, hecessary to spbmit to sugh hange. It would not-appear to be in - 4

N ! 4
. the best interest of the coilege or of the students for the approval st
qyﬁ .. . ) SO I
'qﬁﬂ o be withdrawn. * . . S
-& ‘:” " * vy, < '
vl . . y . . i .
. SR If pol?by change becomes necessary, it is recommended'that
ROy & . .
1(.

%he last date for w1thdrawal from a course without academlc penalty

. . r‘ - v H

¥ - ,
_-g . ',-changed to mid-semester for all students. a discrﬁminatory ) -

t, .

polgpz opens a pandora s box of probIems including student morale,
'.iu. . .- R . Y

) recé%d—keeplng, and potential court litigation. * ° . At

)

Vs

The presldent of. the college accepted the above recommenda~ -
(] s A
tions and anstructed that they be followed with one modaflcatldn. s

. !

DY

The modlfmqatlon was with regard to*the pollcy change for all

students.- %15 *directive was that any pollcy changes that mlght

be dlctaEedfby va ghould be made for vetérans only.u Non—vet— . -
erans must not be penallzed by such changes. :
sy

- "n
.

' "\/
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* APPENDIX I

FACULTY INTERVIEW QUESTIONS .. .

.

1. Vhat would be your reagtion if the admlnlstratlon of the .
'college~were to establish a new academic policy for the :
purpose of meeting the VA Standards of Progress?

(1) No objection
(2) Mild objection
(3) Strong objection

rd
»

-2. Do you think the last date for withdrawal from class without
penalty shggld be moved to mid-semester for all students7 .
(1) Yes g
(2) No IR ' -

+ ¥ - ’

3. Do you think the last date for withdrawal without penalty
*should be moved to mid-semester for veterans and left un-
changed for other students? . .

(1) Yes ¥ . o . .
(2) NO R < .

.

4. Given the fact that we have approx1mately 100 veterans en—
) rolled this semester, do you thipk the collége caun afiford
to risk los;ng this students bypnot meeting thé minimum
' standards. og progress?
(1) Yes . NUER
(¢2) No - ' . , )

~
— Al

L]

5. Do you feel that the majority of the faculty members of.zhe.
college would agree wlth your answers to these quest10n59 R
(1) Yes - - ¢
(2) No . R




¢

i ) APPENDIX II

/. VETERAN INTERVIEW QUESTIONS L

«

’
i
i

-

1. Are you aware, through reading or other medna of the new
Standards of Progress that w111 be requlred;of veteran

e Bkt e

.studénts in college9 ) ..
(1) Yes
L (2) No . _ / LA

SN e e vt e tuhe e o e o

2. The Standards of Progress specify that a student who with-
'-draws from a -course after mid-semester must receive a grade
of F for that course. This requirements holds true for all
colleges in the state. In view of the fact that Anderson .
‘Colliege, students have the opportunity to withdraw much later
.in the semester without academic penalty, do you think the
college should change the last date for w1thdrawa1 to mid-

. semester for all students? : , _
"+ (1) Yes ) ) ’ . . A
. (2) No . - . N . -0 * PN ¢ a, .
3. Do you thrnk the collego should change the 1ast date for, f

withdrawal without penalty to mid-semester for veterans
and leave it as is for non- veterans7 ) )
(1) Yes . s\ s ‘ .
(2) No , . . -

4. Do you*thlnk Anderson College should, leave the last date
for withdrawal without penalty as it now is and run the

risk of 1051ng approval for veterans education? ' - .
(1),Yes " - :
(2) No : . . .

5. If Anderson College should élect: not to change its academlc
policy on withdrawal, and if sas a ‘result, the college should 4%
lose its approval for veteran educatlony where wauld you go

to school next year? : i ot

4
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